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1. AUSYRACT

This report describes the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS), an instrument designed
to measure the following three classes of variatles:

1. The objective characteristics of jobs, particularly the degreec to which
Jobs are designed so that they enhance the internal work motivation and the
Job satisfaction of people who do them.
2, The personal affective reactions of individuals to thcir jobs and to the
broader work setting,
3. The readiness of individuals to respond positively to "enriched" jobs--i.e.,
joba which have high measured potential for generating internal work motivation

The JDS is based on a specific theory of how jobs affect employee motivation,
It is intended for two general types of use: (a) for diagnosing existing jobs to
deteruine 1if (and how) they might be re-designed to improve employee productivity
and satisfaction; and (b) for evaluating the effect of job changes on employees—
whether the changes derive from deliberate "job enrichment" projects or from
naturally-occurring modifications of technology or work systems.

The JDS has gone through three cycles cf revision and pre-testing. Reliability
and validity data are summarized for 658 employees on 62 different jobs in seven
organizations wno have responded to the revigsed instrument.

Two supplementary instruments also are described: (a) a rating form for use by
supervisors or outside observers in assessing 'target' jobs, and (b) a short form
of the JDS. All instruments and scoring keys are appended.
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THE JO3 DIAGIIOSTIC SURVEY: AN INSTRUMENT FOR THE
DIAGNOSIS OF JOBS AM) THE EVALUATION OF JOB REDESIGN PROJECTS

J. Richard Hackman and Greg R. Oldhan
Yale University University of Illinois

As both organizational productivity and employée alienation from work
become increasingly problematic in contemporary American society, more and
more organizations are turning to the redesign of work as a strategy for
organizational change (-f., Davis & Taylor, 1972; Ford, 1969: Maher, 1971).
Indeed, "job enrichment"--one particular change technique invelving work
redesign--seems about to become something of a fad among organizational
consultants and managers.

As yet, however, a solid body of knowledge about the effects of job
enrichment has not emerged from behavioral science research. Neither are
there abundant data available about the relative effectiveness of various
strategies for implementing work redesign projects (Hulin & Blood, 1968;
Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975, Ch. 10).

There are a number of reasons for this unfortunate state of affairs.
Some of them have to do with the adequacy of existing theories about how
jobs affect people:' others derive from methodological difficulties in

carrying out job redesign experiments in on-goins orpanizations. Yet per-

haps ore of the most pelling explanations for the paucity of knowledge

about work redesign is so one of tiie most basic: namely, that our capa-
bility to measure (and th¥eby understand) what is goinp on with what
effects when jobs are chang®d has been very limited.

The present paper reports the development of a measurement tool which
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may be helpful in £filling this void in research and action vrojects in- -
volving the redesign of work. The instrument described here specifically
was designed to be useful both in the diagnosis of the characteristics of

Jobs prior to their redesign, and in research aud evaluation activities

aimed at assessing the effects of redesigned jobs on the employees who
perform them.

It is hoped that by %ncreasing our capability to diagnose the motiva-
tional potential of jobs before they are changed, it will become possible
for organizational change kgents to more wisely plan and carry out job
redesign projects. Moreover, the availability of a standardized instru-
ment for evaluating such projects should facilitate efforts by hehavioral
scientists to understand how and why job enrichment works when it does
work--and what has gone wrong when it doesn’t.

Conceptual Basis of the Instrument

Any measuring device is based on some underlying theory of "what's
important” regarding the phenomena under consideration (even if such a
theory is implicit), and this instrument is no exception. The theory which
zave rise to the present instrument is based on earlier work by Turner &
Lavrence {1965) and by Hackman & Lawler {1971). 1t is sketched briefly
below, o provide a context for understanding and interpreting the measures
geaerated by the lastrument, For a more detailed description and dis-~
cussion of the theovry itself, sce lackman & Oldham (1974).

The basic theory is presented in Figure l. It proposes that positive
personal and work outcomes (high internal motivation, high work satisfac-
tion, high quality performance, and low abse.iteeism and turnover) are
obtained when three "ciitical psychological states" are present (exper-
19QFed meaningfulness of the work, experienced responsibility for the

outcomes of the work, and knowledse of the results of the work activities).
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All three of the Critical Psychological States must be present for the
positive outcomes to be realized.

The theory proposes that the three Critical Psychological States are

created by the présenée of five “core" job dimensions. Experienced

‘Meaningfulness of the Vork is enhanced primarily by three of the Core

Dimensions: Skill Variety, Tasl: Identity, and Task Significaace. EIxper-
ienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes is increased vhen a job has high
Autonomy. Knowledge of Results is increased when a job is high on Feed~-
back. Following the theory diagrammed in Figure 1, it is possible to
compute a score reflecting the overall "motivatinz potential” of a job in
terms of the core job dimensions. This score (which is discussed in

detail by Hackman & Oldham, 1974) is computed as follows:

Motivating Skill + Task 4 Task i j !—' *T
Potential o Variety Identity Sipnificance} X Autonomy‘X{Feedhack
Score (MPS) 3 _— 4 . -

The theory is not expected to "work" with equal effectiveness for all
individuals. In particular, individuals who strongly value and desire
personal feelings of accomplishment and growth should respond very posi-
tively to a job high in motivating potential; individuals who do mot value
personal growth and accomplishment may find such a job aaxiety-arousing
and may be uncomfortably “stretched by it. Therefcre, grouth need streamgth
is shown in Figure 1 as a moderator of the other relationships specified
by the theory.

Sumpary of Concepts lleasured by the Job Diagnostic Survey

The basic instruiment described in this report is called the Job
Diagnostic Survey (JDS). It is taken by employees who work om any given

job, and provides weasures of each of the concepts in the theory sketched
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above for that job. In addition, the instrument provides several supple-

mentary measures of the respondent's reactions to his or her work. The

RSty

specific measures obtained from the JDS are described below.

Job dimensions. The JDS provides measures of the five Core Dimensions

] :u;ﬁ§ shown in Figure 1, vhich are defined as follows:

¢ lg Skill Variety. The degree to which a job requires a variety

3 of different activities in carrying out the work, which involve
the use of a number of different skills and talents of the
employee.

Task Identity. The degree to which the job requires completion
of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job
from beginning to end with a visible outcome.

Task Significance. The degree to vhich the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the im-
mediate organization or in the external environment.

Autonomy. The degree to which the job provides substantial
freedom, independence, and discretion of the employee in
scheduling the work and in determining the procedures to be
used in carrying it out. -

Feedback from the Job Itself. The degree to which carrying out
the work activities required by the job results in the employee
obtaining direct and clear information about the effectiveness
of his or her performance.

In addition, measures are obtained for two additional dimeusions
which have been found to be helpful in understanding jobs and employee
reactions to them. These are:

Feedback from Agents. The degree to which the employee teceives
clear information about his or her performance from supervisors
or from co-workers. (This dimension {s not, strictly speaking, a
characteristic of the job itself. It is included to provide
information to supplement that provided by the Feedback from the
Job Itself dimension.)

Dealing with Others. The degree to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people in carrying out the
work activities (including dealings with other organization
members and with external organizational "clieats.")

Critical psycholopical states. The JDS provides measures of each of

the three psychological states which are showm in Figure 1 as mediating
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between the core job dimensions and the outcomes of the work. These are.

Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work. The degree to which the

employee experiences the job as one which is generally meaningful,
valuable, and worthwhile.

. Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes. The degree to which
the employee feels personally accountable and responsible for the
results of the work he or she does.

Knowledge of Results. The desree to which the employee knows and

understands, on a continuous basis, how effectively he or she is
performing the job.

Affective reactions to the job. The JDS provides measures of a

number of personal, affective reactions or feelings a person obtains from
performing the job, These are viewed, in the context of the theory in
Figure 1, as the "personal outcomes" obtained from doing the work. (The

instrument does not measure actual wurk oroductivity or employee percep-

tions of their productivity.)

General Satisfaction. An overall measure of the degree to which
the employee is satisfied and happy with the job.

Internal "ork Motivation. The degree to which the enmployee is
self-mntivated to perform effectively on the job--i.e., the
employee experiences positive intemmal feelings when working
effectively on the job, and nepative intermal feelings when
doing poorly.

Specific Satisfactions. A number of short scales which provide
separate measures of satisfaction with:

{a) job security

(b) pay and other compeasation

(c) peers and co-workers ("social™ satisfaction)

(d) supervision

(e) opportunities for parsoncl growth eud dovelopnaat

on the job (“"growth™ satisfaction)

Individual srowvth need strength. Finally, the JDS taps the streasth

of the respondent's desire to obtain "grovth" satisfactions from his or
her work. This nmeasure is vicwed as 2 malleable individual diffevence
characteristic which (as showm in Figure 1) is predicted to affect how
positively an eapluyee will respond to a job with objectively high

motivating potential.
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Development of the Job Diagnostic Survey

Development Stratepy

The Job Diagnostic Survey has its oripins in previous methodologies
developed by Turnmer & Lawrence (1965) and by !lackman & Lawler (1971).l
Many of the scales and items used by these researchers are ret.ined, in
reviged form, in the JDS.

The JDS itself has been under development and refinement for over two
years. The followins strategic considerations have guided its developuent:

1. Linking the instrument closely to a specific theory of work design
and worker ﬁotivation (summarized in the preceding section). The JDS
provides measures of all critical variables in the theory ~-as well as
neasures of a few supplementary variables that are not included in the
theory. As a consequence, the JDS probes theory-specified concepts in
considerable depth--but sacrifices empirical breadth in order to do so.
That 1s, the JNS 4s not an instrumenc recommended for a broad-based
dlagnosis of employee attitudes at work- instead it is useful primarily
for examining the characteristics of jobs per se and employee reactions to
those jobs.

2. Providing more than one methodological format for assessing the
theory-specified “wriables. CGCiven that the inteant of the JNS is to pro-
vide a detafiled aun. reliable azssessment of jobs aund reactions to then, an
attenpt was uade to measure each variasble im more than ozme way. Thus,
wvithin the JDS itself, each variable is addressed in two differont sectioms
of the questiounzive, by items writtea in two Jdifferent formats. Moreover,
an zccompsaying instrument (the Job Pating Form) was developed simultan-

eously with the JDS, and provides a means to obiain =measures of the Core
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Dinensions from individuals who do not themselves worl on the focal job
(e.g., supervigars or outgide observers). The iters on the Job Ratiag

Form exactly parallel those om the JDS, which permits diiizfﬂﬁgﬁgcfﬁiﬁgéj

between different views of the same job. P

3. HMaintaining a clear dis:inctibn between descripticons of t-e job
per _ge and arfz:iIve resctions to the job. Comsiderable =ffort wa: ex-
pehded in developing item formats and wordings which would make » zlear

as possible the differeuces between those items which ask for .escriptions

of the job itself and those that tap employees' persomal a7 affective

reactions to the job. The intent was to make the formex as objective as
possible, while allowing the full richness of employees' experiences to
dominate the latter.

Refinement of the Instruyment

The JUS has undergone three major revisions over the last twe years.
In its various developmental forms, it has been taken by over 1500 indi-
viduals wvorking on nore than 100 different jobs in about 1b different
organizations,

Revisious waere based on both psychonetric and substantive considera-
ticus. On the one hand, ftems were added, deleted, avd revised in fovrsat -
to maximized scale relfabilities and the empirical discrinmication ameag

cales. AL the same tine, however, the refinewcnt analyses wers used to

%

assess the conceptual validity of the theory ou which the ingirusment was
based--and the data coliected vere uged to revise and refine ehe theory
sirultaneously with the imorovement of the instrument feself. At ecach
{rorattion, the number and masnitude of the changes required were smaller,
acd the final version of the instrument is not substantially differest

from the cane fmwediately preceeding it.
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Summary of Materials Available

Copies of the following materials are appended to this report:

1. The Job Diagnostic Survey. The basic instrument to be taken
by individuals whose jobs (and whose reactions to their jobs) are of
focal interest. Reproduced in Appendix A.

2. Scoring Key for the JDS. A description of what items are scored
on what JDS scales, specifying the particular scoring conventious which
are used. Appendix L.

3. Short Form of the jDS. A brief version of the JDS, which takes
only about 10 minutes to complete. Some scales in the JDS are not in-
cluded in ths Short Form*° others are measured with fewer items. The scales
measuring the job d}mensions themselves, however, are measured idemtically
as in the JDS. The Short Form is especially useful as a follow-up instru-
ment in longitudinal studies of work redesign. It can be given repeatedly
without creating excessive demands on the respondents, and the job
dimension scores themselves are directly comparable to those obtained
using the JDS. Apygndix C.

4, Scoring Key for the Short Form of the JDS. Appendix D.

5. The Job Rating Form. An instrument tc be used by supervisors of
the focal job {or by outside observers) in rating job characteristics.
Provides measures only of the job dimensions; none of the scales measuring
affective reuctions to the job are included. No scoring key for the Job
Rating Form is included, because the Form is scored identically with

Sections One and Twe of the JDS and of the Short Form. Appendix E,

Description of the Job Diagnostic Survey

The JDS is described in general terms below, and is attached in

Appendix A.
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Job Dimensions

Scores on the seven jot dimensions measured are obtained from items
in Sectione One and Two of the JDS. 1o Section Ome. a single item 1s pro-
vided for each job dimemsion, in the following format:

1. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what

exteat does the job require you to do many different things
at work, using a variety of your skills sand talenta?

1 2 3 4 5 6~ 7
Very little- the Moderate Very muchk: the
Job requires me to variety job requires
do the sare routine me to do many
things over and different
cver again. taings, usging

a nuober of
different
gkills and
talents.

Regpondents circle the number which best reflects their assessment
of the amount of varlety in their jobs.

In Section Two, two items are provided for each of the seven job
dimensions, one of which is phrased in direct or positive terms, and one
of which is phrased in reversed or negative form. Respondents are asked
to indicate how accurate vs. inaccurate each statement listed is in de-
scribing the objective characteristics of the job. A seven-point scale is
used, ranging from "Very Inaccurate" through "Uncertain” to "Very Accur~
ate." A sample statement {in reversed format) for Skill Variety is:

1. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

Critical Psychclogical States

Scores for Experienced Meaningfuiness of the Work, Experienced
Responsibility for Work Outcomes, and Xnowledge of Results are obtained
from Sections Three and Five of the JDS. In Section Three, respondents
indicate their agreement or disagreement with a number of statements about

thelr work expericnce. A seven-point scale is used, rancing from
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"Disagree Strengly" through "leutral" to "Agree Strongly." Sample state-
ments are given below,
Por Experienced Meaningfulness of the 'lork (reversed format):

1. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem useless
or trivial.

For Experienced Responaibility for Work Outcomes:

1. I feel I should personally take the credit or blame
for the results of my work on this job.

For Knowledge of Results (reversed format):

1. I often have trouble figuring out whether I'm doing
well or poorly on this job.

In Section Five, a projective format is used, in which respondents
are asked to 'think of other people in your organization who hold the
same job as you do" and to indicate how accurate each of a number of
statements are in describing the feelings of those other people about
the job. The scale is the same seven-point Agree-Disagree scale used in
Section Three. The content of the items is very similar to those included
in Section Three, except that most items are prefaced by a phrase such as
"Most people on this job., . . ." A sample item (for Experienced lleaning-
fulness) is:

1, Most people on this job find the work very meaningful,

In all, there are four items tapping Experiecced Meaningfulness of

the Work {two in Section Three and two in Section Five): six items for
Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes (four in Section Three and
tuo in Section Five): and four items for Knowledge of Results (two in
Section Three and two in Section Five). Eight of the items are directly
stated; six of the items are in reversed format.

Affective Reactions: General Satisfaction and Internal Work Motivation

General satisfaction and internal work motivation also are assessed

SN WA deed il PR
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by items in Sections Three and Five:; the items for these scales are inter~
mixed with those for the Critical Psychological States, described above.
There are five items tapping gemeral satisfaction (three in Section Three
and two in Section Five) and six items for internmal work motivation (four
in Section Three and two in Section Five). Two of the general satisfaction
items and one of the internal motivation items are in reversed format.

A sample item for genmeral satisfaction (from Section Five, reversed
format) is:

___ 1. People on this job often think of quicrting.

A sample item for internal work motivation (from Section Three,
direct format) is:

— 1. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.

Affectiva Reactions: Specific Satisfactions

Scorec for five specific satisfaction sub-scales are obtained from
Seution Four of the JDS. Subjects respond to the query "How satisfied are
you with this aspuct of your job?" for each item, using a seven-point
scale which range- from "Extremely Dissatisfied" through "Neutral" to
"Extremely Sa.isfied." Sample items for each of the five sub-scales are
given below.

Yol Security (two itens)

1. Hw secure things lool for me in the future in this
or ~~nization.

Pay and Compensatrica (two items)
.1, The aJmount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.
Social (three items)
1. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.
Supervigion (thcee items)

1. Tha amount of support and guidance I receive from my
supervisor.
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Growth (four items)

1. The amount of personal growth and development I get
in doing my job.

Individual Growth Heed Strength

The growth need stremgth of respondents is measured in Sections Six
and Seven of the JDS.

"Hould like" format. In Section Six, respondents are asked to indi-
cate "the degree to which you would like to have each (of eleven conditions)
present in your job." Five of the items (e.g., "Very frieandly co-workers')
are not relevant to individual growth needs, and are not scored. A sample
item is:

1. Chances to exercise independent thought and action in
ny jObn

All eleven of the items refer to generally positive or desirable
agpects of the workplace. To emphasize to the respondents that most items
are seen as desirable to most people, the seven-point response scale ranges
from "Would like having this only a moderate amount--~or less" through
"Would like having this very much" to "“ould like having this extremely
much." To further reinforce the fact that these items are to be marked
differently from those encountered earlier in the instrument, the numerical
values pn the response scale range from 4 to 1U. The item scores are trans-
formed to a standard 1 to 7 scale prior to analysis by subtracting a
constant of 3.0 from each item.

Job choice format. Growth need strength is measured in Section Seven

of the JDS by asking reaspondents to indicate their relative preferences

for pairs of hypothetical jubs. A sample item is:
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JOB A JOB B
A job where you are A job with many
often required to make pleasant people to
important decisions. work with,
1 2 3 4 ' 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer 4 Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

Regpondents circle the number which reflects their own relative
preference between the two jobs. There are 12 items (i.e., pairs of
hypothetical jobs) in the section. /In each item a job with characteristics
relevant to growth need satisfaction is paired with a job which has the
potential for satisfying one of a variety of other needs. In half of the
items (as in the example above) the choice is between jobs which both
have positive characteristics: in half the choice is between jobs which
both have predominantly negative features {e.g., a job where there is a
real chance of being laid off vs. a job with little charce to dc challeng-
;ng work). The growth-relevant job is presented in half of the items as
"JOB A" and in half as "JOB B."

Biographical Informatiun

Brief blographical data are obtained in Section Eight of the JDS,

including the sex, age, and highest level of education of the respondent.

t

Empirical Properties of the Job Diapnostic Survey

In general, the JDS has been found to have satisfactory psychometric
characteristics, and summary scores derived from the instrument have been
shown to have substantive validity. The empirical findings on which these

conclusions are based are reported and discussed below.2

Methodology
Sample. The results reported are based on data obtained from 658

employees workiag on 62 different jobds in seven organizations. The jobs
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were highly heterogeneous, including blue collar, white collar, and

R et

professional work. Both industrial and service organizations were included
in the sample, but all were business organizations. The organizations
vere located in the east, southeast, and midwest, in both urban and rural
settings. The demographic characteristics of the respondents are summar-
ized in Table 1. f
Data collection procedure. All data were collected on--site by ome qf

the authors or their associates.3 One to four days were spent by the re-
searchers at each organization collecting date. Procedural steps were
typically as follows:

1. The nature of the research was explained to second- or third-level
management, and permission to administer the instrument was secured.
Managers were informed that the project had to do with the refinement of
an instrument to diagnose jobs, and that it would involve collection of
data from employees, from their supervisors, and from company records.

2, The JDS was administered to groups of employees (ranging from 3
to 25 at a time). Before taking the questionnaire, employees were told
about the nature and purposes of the research, and were given the option
of not participating. Few employees declined to complete the question-
naire. It also was emphasized that all information obtained would be held
in confidence, and that ao one in the organization would have access to
individual responses. Employees were told that it was desirable to have
names on questionnaires for research purposes, but that this also was
voluntary. About 10 percent of the respondents declined to provide their
names. .

3. Supervisors were asked to complete the Job Rating Form, which

measures the characteristics of the focal job as vigwed by iudividuals
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/ Table 1

r DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE

SEX /
Male
‘Female
AGE
Under 20
20-29
10-139
40-49
50-59
60 and over

EDUCATION

Grade school

Some high school

High school degree

Some business college or technical school

Some college experience (other than business or
technical)

Business college or technical school degree

College degree

Some graduate work

Master's or higher degree

LOCATION OF PLACE OF WORK
Urban
Suburban
Rural

LOCATION OF RESIDENCE
Urban
Suburban
Rural

LOCATION OF CHILDHOOD NOME
Urban
Suburban
Rural

i}

386
272

60
282
175

65

62

12

40
221
76
151

L)
L 3

90
24
26

355
46
255

194
288
172

207
217
230

16

Pexcent

59
41

43
27
10

34
12
23

14

J4
39

3o
44
26

32
33
35
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who do not work on that job. These questionnaires were administered to
supervisors in groups ranging in size from one to ten. As was the case
for employees who worked on the target jobs, the nature and purposes of I
the research were explained before the questionnaires were distributed, and
confidentially was assured.

4. The researchers completed a version of the Job Rating Form, after
having observed the job for between one and two hours--providing a third
perspective ou the objective characteristics of the target job.

S.'\meera of management were asked to rate the work performance of
each :esp&ﬁgent on (a) effort expended on the job, (b) work quality, and
(c) work qu;ntity. Subsequently a summary measure of rvated work effec-
tiveness was obtained by averaging these ratings across the three scales
and across the supervisors who rated each empioyee.

6. Absence data were obtained from company records. These data
were recorded in terms of the number of days each employee in the sample
had been absent during the immediately preceding year.a

In some organizations and for some jobs it was not possible to obtain
all the data described above. Therefore, some of the results reported
below are based on that sub-gset of the total sample for which complete
data are available for the variable(s) of iaterest.

JDS Scale Reliabilitiess

Table 2 presents the internal counsisteacy reliabilitiea of each of
the scales measured by the Job Diagnostic Survey.6 Algo iacluded {n the
table for each scale is the median of the correlations between (a) the
items composing a given scale and (d) all of the other items which are
scored on different scales of the same general type. These acdian corrve-

lations (called in the table "off-diagonal’' corvelations) provide one
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Internal Median
Conaistency Off-diagonal
JOB DIMENSIONS Reliability Correlation®
Skill Variety 1 .19
Task Identity .59 .12
Task Significance .66 14
Autonomy .66 .19
Feedback from the Job Itself. .71 .19
Feedback from Agents .78 .15
Dealing with Others .59 .15
PSYCEILOGICAL STATES
Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work .74 .26
Experienced Responsibility for the Work .72 .23
Knowledge of Results .76 A7
AFFECTIVE RESPONSES TO THE JOB
General Satisfaction .76 .25
Internal Work Motivation .76 .25
Specific Satiafactions:
Job Security b b
Pay b b
Social .56 .23
Supervisory .79 .25
Growth .84 .28
GROWTH NEED STREMGTH
"Jould Li:e" Format .88 c
Job Choice Format .71 c

Notes:

a. The nadian off-diagonal correlatfon is the median correlation of the
items scored on a given scale with all of the items scored on differ-
ent scales of the same type. Thus, the median off-diagomal correls-
tion for gkill variety (.19) is the median currelation of all items
measuring skill variety with all the items measuring the other six job

dinensions.

b. These scales were added to the JBS after the present data were

collected, and no teliability data are vet available.

c. Off-diagonal correlations are not reported for these two scales, since
truct. The scale scores
obtained usine the "would like" format correlate .50 with the scale

all items were designed to tap thoe same cons

scores obtained using the job choice format.
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reflection of the discrimipant validity of the items.

The internal consistency reliabilities range from a high of .88
(srowth need strength, in the "would like" format) to a low of .56
("social" satisfaction). The median off-diagonal correlations range from
.12 (task identity) to .28 ("growth" satisfaction). In general, the
results suggest that both the internal consistency reliability of the
scales and the discriminant validity of the items are satisfactory.

Objectivity of the Job Dimensions

Assessments of the focal jobs on the job dimensions were made not
only by employees who worked on those jobs, but by supervisors and
observers (the researchers) as well. This was done to provide an indirect
test of the "objectivity" of employee ratings of the characteristics of
their own jobs.

The relationships among the judgments nade by employses, supervisors,
and observers are shown in Table 3. The ratings of each group (i.e.,
employees, supervisors, observers) were averaged for =ach job, and then
correlations were coumputed usine jobs as observations. The median of the
correlations between employees and supervisors is .31 between esmployees
and observers is .63° and between supervisors and observers is .46.

Although in gemeral the ratings of the three rroups cooverge woder—
ately well, there are sone job dimensions (e.g., Feedbsck from Agents) for
which the correlations between two of the groups are quite low, Horeover,
the general level of the corrvelations is lower than those reperted for
sinilar job dimensions by Hackeaa & Lawler (1971).

It may be reasonably argued that when the jateat &s to predict ot

understand employee attitudes aud bohavior at work, esployee ratings of

the job dinmemsions should be useid--sinege it is an ezplovee's owm percentions
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of the objective job which 1s causal of his reactions to it. The data in
Table 3 suggest, houever, that employee descriptions of their jobs, at
least for some job dimensions, 1, be discrepant froa the vieus of other
observers. Therefore, when the present instruments are used for diagnostic
or evaluative research, it is recommended that ratings of job characteris-
tics be obtained from at least two different sources--and that efforts be
made to understand the reasons for any major discrepancies which are
observed between then.

Means and Variances of the JDS Scales

Means and standard deviations of the JDS scale scores across all 658
respondents are presented in Table 4. The table also shows the mean JDS
scores across the 62 jobs in the sample (i.e,, the sfores of respondents
who worked on each job were averaged, and the mean of these averages was
computed acrogs the 62 jobs for each scale.) The scale means obtained
across all cespondects are very similar to those obtained when averages
vere computed across jobs. This indicates that the differeant numbers of
respondents who held the various jobs did mot substantially affect the
mean scale scotes.

Also reported in Table & are the rasults of one-vay snalysaes of
varfance which were computed for each scale across 50 jobs vhich had five
or move vespandeats. As expected, between-job differonces are staitistically
significant for all of the JDS scale scoves. The data iu the table show
that the JDS scsies vary considerably both in the amount of batween—-job
varlance present, and in the amouat of variance preseat a™osp respondeats
wvithin jobs. The F-ratios can be takem as vough indicators of the sessi-
tivity of the scales to betweso-job differences (at least for the set of

jobs fo the present semple). It should be kept ia mied, however, that
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SR Teble 3
RELATIONSHIPS AMONG EMPLOYELS', SUPERVISORS' AND ODSERVERS' JOB RATINGS

CORRELATIONS BETWEEMN:

Employees Employees  Superviscrs
and and and
Supervisors Observers Observers

JOB DIMTIISION

Skill Variety .64 .66 .89
Task Identity 31 .32 4b
Task Significance .48 .65 -.14
Autonony .58 .76 .72
Feedback from the Job Itself .33 .58 47
Feedhack from Agents .07 -.13 .14
Dealing with Others .55 .61 37
Motivating Potential Score .56 .70 .71
Median .51 .63 .46

Tote: Data are included only for those Jobs for vhich move than one sat
of supervisory ratines were svailable. ¥s ranzed froec 12 to 21 jobs.
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within~job variance (the denominator of the F-ratio) is multiply-determined--
and in part determinad by real differences in actual jobs within orgeniza-
tional job categories. That is, some (unknown) smount of the within~job
variance must be attributed to scale unreliability and to individual differ-
ences among respondents. At the same time, some (also vuknown) amount of
the same variance is explained by the fact that jobs oftea are individually
designed--to take account of particular characteristics of the people who do
them, or because of the need for certain specialized activities tc be per-
formed by some people within z sivenm job category. Therefore, the ratio of
the between~ t¢ the within~job variance should be interpreted with cautionm.

Means foxr a subset of the JDS scales from an entirely different sample
are presented in Append’ix ¥. These data, from VanMaanen & Katz (1974),
show the mean JDS scores for a group of over 3300 public employees, broken
inte eight Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) job categories.
In general. the mean scores for the EEOC sample are higher than the mean
scorzs for the sample from business organizations reported in Table 4.

Relationships Ameng the JDS Scales

Intercorrelations amonp the JDS scales arc presented in Tables 5 and 6.
The correlations in Table 5 were computed across all 658 respondents; in
Table 6, respondent scores were averaged for each job, and these mean scores
wvere intercorrelated across the 62 jobs.

In general, the patterns of intercorrelations in Tables 5 and 6 are
quite similar--althourh the overall level of relationship in the analysis
across jobs is higher than in the case for the analysis across all 658
respondents., This is to be expected for a mumber of reasons, not the least

of which is that the reliability cf the JDS scores used in the analysis

which used joos as observations, was undoubtedly higher than the reliability
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of the scores used in the analysis across all 653 individuals--simply
because the perceptions and reactions of all individuals who held a given
Job were averaged prior to computing correlations acrogs jots.

The job dimensions themselves are moderately intercorrelated, as has
been found previocusly (Hackman & Lawler, 1971). Again, this is to be ex-
pected if it is assumed that "good" jobs often are good in a number of ways
--and "bad" jobs often arc generaily bad. There is no a priori reason to
expect that the job dimensions would or should be completely independent,
and 8 moderate level of intercorrelation among them does not detract from
thelr usefulness as separate job dimensions--so long as the fact of their
non-incopendence is recognized and accounted for in interpreting the scores
of jobs on a given job dimension.

In the analysis acrocs respondents, the job dimensions, psychological
states, and affective reactions are generally independent of the two
measures of growth need strength (the median intercorrelation is .11);
These relationships are substantially higher in the correlations computed
across jobs--which may reflect the emerpgence of a congruence between the
needs of individuals snd the psychological make-up of jobs as people arrive
to work on the job, leave, and are changed by the work they do.

Substantive Validity of the JDS

The substantive validity of the instrument is addressed in detail in a
separate report (Hackman & Oldham, 1974). In genersl, that report shows
that the variables measured by the JDS relate to ome another (and to ex-
ternal criterion variables) generally as predicted by the theory om which
the instrument is based. In particular, the job dimensions (and the
Motivatings Potential Score) relate positively and often substantially to:

(1) the other variables measured by the JDS which are predicted to be
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affected by the job characteristics, including the three critical psycholog-
ical states, general satisfaction, growth satisfaction, and internal work
nmotivation (cf. Tables 5 and 6).

(2) behavioral measures of absenteeism and supervisory ratings of work
performance effectiveness.

In addition, and also as predicted by the theory, the relationships
between the job dimensions and the dependent measures (including the
behavioral measures) are stromger for individuals with high growth need
strength than they are for individuals who are not strongly desirous of
growth satisfactions. All of these relationships are explored in more
detail in the separate report referenced above.

Summary

Data reported or summarized in this section show that the Job Diagnos-
tic Survey has satisfactory psychometric characteristics, and that the
variables it taps relate generally as predicted to appropriate external
criteria. Internal consistency reliabilities are gemerally satisfactory,
and the items which compose the scales show adequate discriminant validity.
Ratings of job characteristics by employees, supervisors, and outside ob-
servers show a moderate level Af convercence for most of the job dimensions:
it is recommended that ratings of job dimensions be obtained from more than
one source in applications of the instrument to permit the degree of cou~
vergence in each particular situation to be checked. Variances of the
scales are geunerally sstisfactory, although some JDS scales show greater
gensitivity to between-job differences than do others. Relationships
amoug the JDS scales are generally positive, indicating that either the
concepts tapped by the instrument or the methodologies used to gauge these

concepts (or both) are not completely indepeadent. In general, the
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relationships among the JDS scales (and between these scales and behavior-
ally~based dependent variables) are substantial and in the direction

predicted by the theory on which the instrument is based.

THE JOB RATING FORM

The Job Rating Form is a companion instrument to the JDS, designed for
use in obtaining assessments of jobs on the job dimensions by supervisors
or outside observers who do not work on the job. Uxcept for the instruc-
tions and minor rewordings of the item stems (e.g., changing "your job" to
"the job") the Job Rating Form is identical to Sections One and Two of the
JDS. As previously discussed, this permits direct quantitative comparisons
to be made between asseasments made ¢f job characteristics by the people
who do the job, by their supervisors, and by outside observers.

Means, standard deviaticns, and scale intercorrelations for the Job
Rating Form are presented in Table 7, separately for regpondents who were
in supervisory positions vias-a-vis the job rated, and for outside observers
(typically the researchers from Yale)., The five core jcb dimensions ere
mest highly iatevcorrelated for the observers, next most for supervisors,
and least most for the employees themselves (see Tables 5 and 6). This
suggests that the "cloger" one is to the job, the better able one is to
differauiiate smong the different job dimensions--which provides another
reason for attending most closely to employee ratinns of their own jobs
in 25y diagnostic use of the JDS.

an snalysis of variance comparing the mean job dimension scores for
enploy¢es, supervisors, and observers is prusented in Table 8. Statis-
tically significant mean differeaces are obtained for all job dimensions

except Skill Varlety and Feedback from the Job Itself, Typically supervisory
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Table 7

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND INTERCORRELATIONS
OF JOB DIMENSIONS FROM THE JOB RATING FORM

DATA FROM SUPERVISORS

JOR DIMENSIONS MEAN  S,D. INTERCIORRELATIONS
1 2 3 4 5 6 71 8
1 Skill Variety oo L4045 1,50 - !
2 Task Identity 4.92 1.35 48 -
3 Task Significance 6.07 0.75 13 .15 -
4 Autonomy 4.70 1.31 .55 .43 .02 -~
5 Feedback from 5.15 1.12 47 .59 .00 .58 --
the Job Itgelf
6 Feedback from Agents 5.13 0.95 .27 .26-.13 .39 ,22 ~-
7 Dealing with Others 5.14 1.23 .52 .18 ,07 .65 .42 .26 --
8 Motivating Potential 134, 66.61 71 .66 .14 .88 .77 .38 .60 -~
Score (MPS)
N 46

DATA FROM OBSERVERS

1 Skill Variety 4,12 1,78 -
2 Tagk Identity 4.27  1.52 78 -
3 Tagk Significance 4.56 1.27 62 .63 --
4 Autonomy 3.86 1.9 .81 .80 .58 -~
S Feedback from 5.12  1.29 .17 .21 .17 .33 -~
the Job Itself
§ Feedback from Agents 3,44 1.52 .30 .32 .38 .25 .03 --
7 Dealing with Others 4,19 1.79 .49 .53 .45 .46 .23 .38 -~
8 Motivating Potential 100 78.24 .86 .83 .65 .93 .47 .26 .52 -~

Score (MPS)

i k)

Note.--l'hen more then one supervisory or observer rating was obtained for a
job, they were averaged for that job prior to anzlysis. Correlations
» .37 for supervisors and > .39 for obsarvers are signiffcant at the
.01 level (two-tailed).
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Table 8
COMPARISON OF MEAM JOB DIMENSION SCORES
FOR EMPLOYEES, SUPERVISORS, AND OBSERVERS
JOB DIMEISION MEANS F-ratio p
Employees Supervisors Observers
Skill Variety 4.47 4,46 4.12 0.75 .48
Task Identity 4.87 4.92 4.27 3.95 .02
Task Significance 5.55 6.07 T 4.56 32.90 .001
Autonomy 4.75 4,70 3.84 6.33 .001
Feedback from tae 4.96 5.15 5.12 0.55 .58
Job Itself
Feedback from Agents 3.87 5.13 3.44 28.92 .00l
Dealing with Others 5.27 5.15 4.19 9.62 .00l
Motivating Potential 121 134 100 3.17 .04
Score (MPS)
N 62 46 38

df = 2, 143
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ratings are highest and observer ratings are lowest of the three; as might
be expected, supervisors are especially high in comparison to the other two

groups for the dimensions Task Significance and Feedback from Agents.

Discussion

Diagnostic Use of the JDS

One of the major intended uses of the JDS is in diagnosing existing
Jobs as an input to planned job redesign. In the paragraphs to follow, a
set of action steps is presented that one might follow in carrying out a
job diapgnosis using the instrument. At each step a question is posed, and
the usefulness of JDS scores in responding to the question is explored.

Step 1. Are motivation and satisfaction really problematic? Somatimes

organizations undertake job enrichment or work redesign to improve the work
motivation and satisfaction of employees when in fact the real problem with
work performance lies elsewhere--for example, in an error-prone computer,

in a poorly designed production system, and s0 on. It is important, there-
fore, to examine the scores of employees on the motivation and satisfaction
portious of the JDS as the first step in a job diagnosis. 1If wotivatioa

and satisfaction are problematic (and are accoapanied by documented problens
io work performance, absenteeism, or turnover as revealed by indepeadent
organizational indices), the change agent would continue te Step 2. If not,
he presumably should look te other aspects of the work aftustioa to ideatify
and understand the veasons for the problem which gave rise to the diagmostic
activity,

Step 2. Is the job low io motivating potential? To saswer this

question, the change acent would exanine the Motivatine Potentisl Score of

the target job, and coxpare it to the MPS scores of other jobs (amd to the
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means zeported in Table 4 and Appendix F) to determine whether or not the
job itgelf is a probable cause of the motivational problems documented ia
Step 1. If the job turns out to be low on the MPS, he would continue to
Step 3: if it scores high, he would look for other reasons for the motiva-
tional difficulties (e.g., the pay plan, the nature of supervision, and

so on).

Step 3. Yhat specific aspects of the job are causing the difficulty?

This step involves examination of the job on each of the five Core Job
Dimensions, to pinpoiut the specific strengths and weaknesses of the job as
it currently exists. It is useful at this stage to comstruct a “profile"
of the target job, to make visually apparent where improvements need to be
wade. An illustrative srofile for two joba {one "good" job and cne job
neading improvement} is shown in Figure 2.

Job "A" is an engineering maintenmance job, and is high on all of the
Core Dimensions; the MPS of this job i3 a very high 260.? Job earichment
would not be recommended for this job if employees working on the job were
unproductive and unhappy, the reasoms are iikely Zo have little to do with
the pature or desiga of the work f{tseilf.

Job "B5", on o other hand, has meny probless. This job fovolves the
routine and repetitive processing of checks in the “bick roos™ of a bank,
The KPS is 30, vhich is quite low--aud indeed, would be even lower if it
vere vot for the moderately bigh Task Significance of the job. (Task
Sienificance is =mederstely high because the peoplie are handling large
asounts of other people's mounay-—and therefore the quality of cthejr efforts
potentially have important consequesces for thefr unseen "clients.”) The
ié, .. 4ob provides the individuals with very little diract feedback about how

effectively they are doing it; tha employees have little sutoacay in how

et
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they go about doing the job: and the job is moderately low in both Skill
Variety and in Task Identity.

Por Job B, then, there: is plenty of room for improvement~—and many
avenues to examine in planning job changes. For still other jobs, the
avenues for change often turn out to be considerably more specific: for
example, Feedback and Autoncmy may be reasonably high, but one or more of
the Core Dimensions which contribute to the experienced meaningfulness of
the job (f.e., Skill Variety, Task Identity, and Task Significance) may be
low. 1YIu such a case, atteation would turn to ways to increase the standing
of the job on these three latter dimensions.

In couducting such a diagnosis, the rescarcher probably would not wish
to rely solely on the reports employees provide oa the JDS of what the
objective characteristics of their jobs are. Ia addition, it would be
informative to use the Job Rating Form to cbtain assessaents by suparvisors
(and perhaps by outside chservers as well) of the chavacteristics of the
focal job. Such daza could serve at least two purposes: (a) it would pian-
polnt what characterigtics of the job (if any) ave viewed differently by
different groups of responjents--thereby focusing zttentica on particularly
unclear or otherwise Uroublesose aspects of the job: and (b) it would pro-
vide an imdicatioca of the averall desree of differential perceptioss by
enployees aad theilr suypetvisovs. -These latter data could serve aa import-
ant disgacstic funcsien io their owa right (vesardless of the specific $ob
dimensions oca which dissgrecosnt was noﬁeé), 1n tiat substantial disagree-
gent detuvecn enpliovees aud thelr supervisors could sussast thst Superior-
subsrdinste relstionships might nced comsultative atesotico eithay prise

. R ; 8
to or as a= explicit part of cay werk te-design projest.

Step &. low “ready” are the esploveee for change?! Once it has been
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documented that there 1s need for improvement in the focal job--and the
particularly troublesoue aspects of the job have been identified--then it
is appropriate to begin planning the specific actioa eteps which will be
}' e.rf taken to enrich the job (cf., Hackmaw, Oldham, Janson & Purdy, 1974). An
BN important factor in such plamnning is deteromining the growth need strength

of the employees, since employees high on growth needs usually respond more

whu ey pe ol (e

readily to job enrichment than do employees with little need for erouth,

The measure of employee growth need strength provided by the JDS can be

msiabz oo ot e
i
N

helpful in fiestifying wirich employees should be arnoong the first to have
jobs Qhéaged iifé‘; those wi;hvhigh gfowth need streagth), and how such

chan=es s&puld be Iutfo&ucéd (i;e., perhaps with more caution for indi-

viduals §i§&-ld§ growth ﬁeeﬂ streagth).

Step 5. ‘Tihat special problems and opportunities are present {a the

' ;¥£> existine work system? Finally, before undertaking actual job changes,

attention should be givea to any particular roadblocks which wmay exist in

the orgaaisational unit as i@_currentiy exists-—and to aay special oppor-
tunities which may be built upon in the ehaﬁge prograz. Naany of these
factors will be idiosyacratic to the system. and eastly idestifiable by
those re#paasibie for guiding the change.

Sume other fzcters, perhaps less readily noticnable, are tapped by the

- JBE. s particuler, the change agent might exaaise the current level of
satisfaction of empioyies with varfous aspects of their orpavizatiomal lifa,

£, for sxample, messured satisfactica with pay, job security, sod super-

visior all ave very low. the difficulty of fmitiatine xad developing s
succrasful job vedesisn preject is likely to be very high--since stroeg

existice digsstisfactions may be sccompanied by mistrust of the change and

resistance e ft. 1f, on the cther hand, satisfaction vith supervision is
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very high, the change agent might wish to consider building an especially
central role for supervision in the initiation and management of the change
procesc.

Other exampies could be given as well. The point is simply that the
supplementary measures provided by the JDS (especially those haviang to do
with aspects of employee satisfaction) may be helpful in alerting change
agents to special problems and opportunities which deserve explicit recogai-
tion and attention as part of the diagnosis of an existing work systenm,

Cautions in the Use of the Job Diasnostic Survey

Listed below are a number of issueg which, 1f not re¢cosnized, could
impair the validity and the usefulness of the JDS in some applications.
These include:

1. Respondents to the JDS must be moderately literate. Use of the
JDS is nold vecommended for individuals with an eighth grade educstion or -
less, or with individuals who do not read English well. Usually it is
possible to identify individuals who have had trouble understamding the
instrument by leafing through the completed questionnaire: numercus skipped
itess {ox pages) or pages on which all blamks are filled in with the sace
anunber usually ind{cate difficulety in comprehending the instruzent.

2. The lastrunment is veadily faksble, aad probably should not be
used for selection or placement purpeses--unless an extraovdimarily high
level of trust exists betweea the esplovee and the snamagers whe will be
usinz the results. Indeed, cven vhen the JDS is used to diagaose a work
system prior to change (or to z<sess the effects of changes vhich have been
made) care should be taken to ensure that employees believe that their owm

interests will be best served if the data they provide accurately reflect

the objective characteristics of the jobs and theilr perscual rescticss to




37
them.

3. Related to the above, it probably is preferable for employees to
take the JDS under conditions of anonymity. Uhile the research reported in
this paper required the listing of names (and names were voluntarily
supplied by nearly all of the respondents), the instrument was sdministered
by a university-affiliated person and it wss explicitly explained to the
respondents that the primary use of their answers was for research purposes.
tThen the instrument is administered by members of organizational management
for use by management, anonymity surely will be jmportant for at least some
of the respondents.

4. The‘instrument is not recommended for use in diagnosing the jobs
of single individuals. Anonymigy, of course, is impossible if the indi-
vidusl knows that it is his or her owr individual job that is being
diagnos: '. But the issue extends beyond tﬁat, In developing the JDS,
the intent was to develop scales composed of items with rather heterogeneous
content~-to maximize the substantive "richness".of each measure. This was
accomplished at some cost to internal consistency reliability. The relia-
bilities are more than satisfactory when the instrument is used to obtain
average scores of a group of five or more individuals who worl on‘a given
job. In such circumstances, the estimated internal consistency of each
JDS scale would exceed .85 for the average of the group of individuals who
hold the jeb. For data coliected from a single individual, the reliabili-
ties would be as shown in Table 2--which may not be high enough to warrant
Job changas (or other action steps) o the basis of individual scale scores.
(An exception of this state of affairs is the measure of individual growth
need strength. This scale is designed to be a measure of an individuzl

characteriscic,’ and was constructed so &8 to be s highly reliable indicator

e STy e b s ey,
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of individual needs.)

3. Normative data are still being accumulated ou the JDS scales. At
this writing, several thousand respondents have taken one or another of the
preliminary versions of the JDS. Yet because the instrument itself has been
modified on the basis of those responses, a stuble normative base has not
yet been established. The scale scores reported in Table 4 and Appendix F
clearly can be used to make comparisons with scores obtained in other uses
of the instrument. Dut the populations from which these data were obtained
were not selected systemsatically emough for the data to be used to gemerate
formal norms {i.e., in computing standard scores and a scale of percentiles
for the JDS measures). As additional data are accumulated from uses of the
final version of the JDS, more complete normative information will be pro~

vided.
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Footnotes

2RI RTINS T A R YT e e Y a'«m

1. Turner & Lawrence (1965) developed operational measures of six “task

attributes" which were predicted to be positively related to worker satis~
faction and attendance: (a) variety, (b) required iateraction, (c) autonomy,
(d) optional interaction, (e) knowledge and skill required, and {(f) respon-

: sibility. Hackman & Lawler (1971) revised and refined portions of the Turnmer
: and Lawrence procedures, and added a number of attitudinal, motivational,

: tnd individual difference measures. The instrument used by Hackman and
Lavler tapped the following six job dimensions: (a) vaviety, (b) autonomy,
(c) task identity, \d) feedback, (e) friendship opportunities, and

(f) dealing with others. ‘

2. A final, "fine-tuning"” revision of the JDS was made after the data re-
ported here were collected. Therefore, some of the results reported may be
slightly discrepant from those which would be obtained using the instrument
in its final form (i.e., as reproduced in Appendix A). When there is any
reason to believe that empirical results might be substantially affected by
‘a change which has been made, notation of that possibility is made on the
data table.

3. The authors express their great appreciation to members of the Roy Y.
Yalters Associates consulting firm for their assistance in gaining access
to the organizations, and to Kemneth Brousseau, Daniel Feldman, and Linda
Frank for assistance in administering the instrument and analyzing the data.

4. It would have been preferable to have coded the data as the number of
occasions of absence-~to compensate for circumstances when an employee was
absent for a large number of days because of a single serious illness (or
other personal emergency). Un >rtunately, the recoxrds of some organizations
vere arranged so that this was not feasible; therefore, to preserve con-
sistency across organizations, all data were coded in terms of the total
number of days of &bsence.

5. The term "scale" is used loosely throughout the remainder of this re~
port to refer to the summary score obtained for each variable measured by
the JDS. These scores are obtained by averaging the items relevant to each
variable (as specified in the JDS Scoring Key): they are not formal "scales"
in the technical sense of the term. :

6. Rellabilities were computed by obtaining the median inter-item correla-
tion for all items which are scored on each scale, and then adjusting the
median by Spearman-Brown procedures to obtain an estimatz of the veliability
of the summary scale score.

7. MPS scores can range from 1 to 343; the average (see Table 4) is about
125.

8. One organization is using the instruments for this purpose with special
thoroughness. Both employees and supervisors are describing their own jobs
on the JDS; and both groups also are describing the job of the other group
using the Job Rating Form. Thus, data will be available for both groups
showing (a) how group members see their own jobs, and (b) how the other
group sees their jobs. These data will be used to initiate discussions
aimed at improving both the designs of the supervisory and employee jobs,
and the overall quality of supervisor-subordinate relationsghips.
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JOB DIAGNCSTIC SURVEY

This questionnaire was developed as part of a Yale
University study of jobs and how people react to them.
The questionnaire helps to determine how jobs can be
better designed, by obtaining information about how
people react to different kinds of jobs.

On the following pages you will find geveral different kinds of questions
about your job. Sepcific instructions are given at the start of each
saction. Pleage read them carefully. It shcould take no more than 25
minutes to complete the entire questionnaire. Plesee mova through it
quickly.

v

The questions are designed to obtain your perceptions
of your job and your reactions to it.

There are no "trick" questions. Your individual answers will be kept

completely confidential. Please answer each item a2s honestly and frankly as
pnseible.

Thauk you for your cooperation.

Por more information gbout thie questionnaire and its use, please coatact:

Prof. J. Richard Hackman OR Prof. Greg R. Oldham
Department of Administrative Scileuces Departuent of Business Administration
Yale University University of Illinoim

New Haven, Comnecticut 06520 Urbana, Illinois 61801
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SECTION ONE

This part of the questionnairs asks you to
describe your job, as objectively as you canm.

Please do mot usc this part of the questicanaire to show how much you like
or dislike your job. Questions about that will come later. Instead, try to
make your descriptions as accurate and a: objective as you possibly can.

A sample question !s given below.

A. To what extent does your job requ:re you to work with mechanical

equipment?

) LV, MU, MU SRS S Loy 7
Very little; the Medevately S Very much; the job
job requires almost requires almost
no contact with constant work with
mechanical equip- mechanical equipment.

ment of any kind.

You are to circle the number whict 1s the most accurste description of your job.

1f, foi example, your job requires you to work

vith nechanical aquipmert a good deal of the time--
tut zlee requirece some paperwork--you might circle
the uumber s8ix, as was done in the cxample above.

1f you do not understand these inatructious, pleagze ask for
assistance. If vou do understand them, turn tho page and begin.




B T e e |

44<

1. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people
(either ‘'clients,” or people in related jobs in your own organization)?

1 2

("

4 [
Ty

[= )

7

Very little; deal- Moderately; Very much; deal-
ing with other some desling ing-with other
people is not at with others is people is an
all necessary in necessary. absolutely

doing the job. essential and

crucial part of
doing the job.

2. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does your
Job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Very little; the Moderate autonomy; Very much; the

job gives me almost many things are job gives me

no personal '"say" standardized and almost complete

about how and when not under my control, responsibility

the work is done. but I can make some for deciding how
decisions about the and when the work
work. is done.

3. To what extent does your job involve doing a 'whole' and identifiable piece
of work? That is, is the job a complete pilece of work that has an obvious
beginning and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall piece of
work, which is finished by other people or by sutomatic machines?

1 2 3 4 5 e 7
My job is only a My job is5 a My job involves
tiny part of the moderate-sized doing the whole
overall pilece of o “"chunk" of the plece of work,
work; the results of overall piece of frem start to
my activities cannot work; my own finish; the »-xu
be seen in the final contribution can be results of my
product or service. seen in the final activities are
outconme. eagily geen in

the final product
or service.

4. How much variety is there in your job? That 1s, to what exteant does the
job require you ‘to do many different things at work, using a variety of
your skills aud taleuts?

i 2 3= 4 5 6~ 7

Very little: the Moderate Very ouchy the

job requires me to variety jJob requires ne

do the same routine to do many

things over aud different things,

over again. using a number
of different
gkille and

talents.
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5. In general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are the
results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives or well~being

¢f other people?

7
Highly signif=

1 2 3 4 5~ 6
Not very significant; Moderately
the outcomes of my work significant. icant; the

are not likely to have
important effects on
other people.

outcomes of my

work can affect
other people in
very important

ways.

6. To what extent do managers or co~-workers let you kinow how well you are

doing on your job?
1 2

W

Very little; pcople
almost never let me
know how well I am
doing.

4 5
Moderately;
sometimes people
may give me ‘feed-
back;' other times

- they may not.

[+

7

Very much;
managers or co-
wvorkers provide
me with almost
constant “feed-
back" about how
well 1 an doing.

7. To what extent does doing the job itself provide you with information about

your work performance?

That 1is, does the actual work itself provide clues

about how well you are doing--aside from any “feedback' co-workers or
supervisors may provide?

3 4 5

7

lovmmncnena?
Very little: the
job itgelf 1g set . =

up s0 I could work
forever without
finding out how
well I am doing.

Moderately; some-
times doing the
job provides
"feedback” to me;
sometimes it dees
nuot.

Very nuch; the
job is set up so
that I get almost
constant Vfeed-
back" as I work
about how well I
an dolag.




. SECTION TWO

Listed balow are a nuaber of stataments which could be used to describe a job.

You are to indicate whether each statement is an
accurste or ar inaccurate description of your job.

Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in deciding
how accurately esch gtalement describes your job--rvegardless of
whether you like or dialike your job,

-l

Write a number in the hlank beside each statement, based on the following scale:
How accurate is the statement in describing vour job?

1l 2 3 4 S 6 7
Very. Hoatly Slightly ncertain Slightly Mostly Very
Insccurate Inaccurace Inaccurste Accurate Ac;utate Accurace

. The job requires me to use a nunber of complex or high-level skille.
. The job requires i lot of cooperative work with other people.

. The jobt ie arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece
of work from begimning to cad.

. Just doing the work required by the joo provides many chances for me to
figure out how well I am doing.

5. The job is quiie aimdle and repetitive,

6. The job can be done adeguately by & pevess wrking alone~—wvithout talking
or checking with othey peopla.

7. The supervisors and co-workers o2 this job almoel never give me any "feedback”
about how well I am doing 4o =my work.

3. This job 1s cone vhere a lof of other people can be affected by how well the
vork geats done.

9. The job denies me any chance to use my pevsounsl initistive or judgment fa
cartying ocut the worhd.

10. Supervisore oftex ler iz kisev how wvell they shis%/} &n pevforning the job.

11. Tha job provides me che chance to completely $nieh the pleces of work I begtn

12. The job itself poovides very fev aluea/ﬁbﬁﬁﬁ vhather or not I su performing
well,

13. The jod givee me considerable opportunily for fudepeadence sod freedom {a
how § do the work.

14, The job {tseif {s nci very significaunt or important {m the broader scheme
of chings.
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> - SECTION THREER

Now please indicate how you personally feal about your job.

Each of the statements below is something that & person wmight say sbout his
$ or her job. You are to indicate your own, personal feszlings about your job
3 by marking how much you agree with each of the statewents.

Write a number im the blank for each statemen?, based on this seale:

How much do vou agree with the statement?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Disggree Disagree Digagree Neuyiral Agree Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Stroagly

1. It's hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether or nat the
work gets done right.

2. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.

3. Cenerally speaking, I au very satiafied with this job.

o &. Hoet of the things I have to do on this Job seem useless or trivial.

¥

%"*,‘fz 3. I usually know vhether or aot my work is satisfgctory oa this job.
DR N ;

$

o 3 6. 1 feel a great senge of personal satisfection when I do thkis job wall.
7. The work I do cn this iob is very aeaniogful to ne.

8. I feal a very high degree of personal respousibility for the work I do ca

7T this job.

9. I frequently think of quitting this lob.

10, T fcel bad sad unhappy vhen U discover that I have performed poorly on this
job.

11, 1 eften have trouble figucimg out wvhetker I's doiag well or poorly on this -
Job.

12. T feel T should persorally take the credit or blsms for the results of wy
work on this lob.

13. 1 ex generslly sstisfied with the kind of weck I do in this job.

14, ¥y own fezlings generelly ave mot sifected much ocna vay of the cther by bhow

- —— ——

well ! do on this job.

15. Yhecher or cot this Job gots d2ne right is clearly uy vespoasibility.
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SECTION POUR

Now please indicate how satisfisd you sre with each aspect of your job listed
belav. Oace again, write the appropriate numbey in the blank bsgide each
otatement. ' -

How satisfied are you with this aspect of your job?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extramely Digsatisfied Slightly Neutral Sifghtly = Satisiled Extremaly

Dissatisfied Dissatisfisd Satisfied : Satisfiad

1. The amcunt of jo$ sscurity 1 have.

—_2. The anount of pay and fringe benofits I recefve. A
3+ The amount of personal growth and Jevelopment I get in doing my isp.
4. The people 1 talk to and work with op my job.

—_ 9. The degree of respect and'fair,t:eataeacr! recaive froé By b;ss.,;
. b. The feeling of werthwhile ag:coupié;stznenc I gat .tm dci.ugay 'jal;. '

7. The chancs o gt to know other peopls while a8 toe jeb. |

« The umpunt of support and guiéaace"z 'te{.:aixta frey my-?uge rigof.

. The degree to wiich T aw fasvly pald for what I coatribute to this organizsticn
10. The smounit of independent thought and sctien I cen exercise in my job.
1l. How secure things lock For me io the '-'s"uture-in this orgasisseion.

12. The chance to ’haip_.bt?:er pecple wile ‘ct'woﬁ-:.»

13, ﬂr.e- amount of challesge 1a n§ b,

13, The sverall qualicy eof the sspervision I receive is wy work..
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o - | SECTION FIVE

- _ How please think of the othar people in your organization
3 _ A ' who hold the sama job you do. If no one has exactly the

A same job g8 you, think of the job which is woet similar to
B ‘ ‘ . youra.

Plasse think about how accurately each of the statements descrides the feel~
ings of those people sbout the job,

zk ‘ It is quite¢ 8ll right !f your apawers heve are different from when you
- dasuribed your gwn resctione to the job. Often different people feel quice
: 4 -differ :atly about the same icb.
o ' Once again, write 4 aumber in the >lank for sach statement, based on
Sy = ‘ this acale: '
] How much do vou asgree with the statement?
: ; v A 1 ' 2 3 4 S 6 . 7
g , ' Dissgree Dispgree = Dissgree Neutral Agree Agree Apree
Strodgly Siightly Slightly Stroagly
¥ ' ‘ L. Mosz people-sa thls job feel a grest sense of pergonal satisfaction when
= - Co they do the fob well.
3 2. Most peaple on this job are very satisficd with the job.
.3« HoeZ& peopis wu this job feel that the work ie useluss or trivial.
4. Most people on thik Job feel a great desl of persoual responstbilicy
- fey the vork they Ao, ‘
e 9. Most psople on UBL: lob hd-e 3 pretey goud iée;>q£ now well they are
E . perfovelag sheir voy. ' o
X ' 4. ¥oet poepie oo this jod find the woTk very maeniagful.
»\Q} gy R .
_ 7. Hoet people eu this fob ferl chat whelhéf or wot the job gets done tight
. $2 clearly thelr vwan vesgessibility.
50T __8. Paaple &0 . 1& iod often think of quitling.
' 3. ®ost people on this fod feel bad o unhepry whon they find that they heve
pevicrned the work pooriy. '
30, Xost pasple oo this 1o heve trouble &% sring Aul s&et&er'ehay are doing
& gavd ur 4 bad fod. ' AN -
R S
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SECTION SIX

. 3 Listed below are a number of characteristics which could be present on any
- - N job. People differ about how much they would like to have each cne present
t - in their own jobs. We are interested i1 learning how much you personally
would like to have each one present in your job.

Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you would like
to have each cheracteristic present in your job.

NOTR: The numbers ot this scale are different from those used in previous

scales.
4 3 6 7 8 9 10
Would 1dke Would like Would like
having this oaly heving this having this
a noderate amount very much extreaely much

(or less)

1. High respect aad fair trestment from my supervisor.

2. Stimulating and challenging work.

3. Chances tc exercise independent thonght aod actien in wy job,
4. Great job security.

5. Very friendly co-workeras.

§. Opportunities to lears new thiags froa =y work.

7. High salery snd good friunge henefits.

8. Qppertunities te be creative and izmagisstive {n my wori.
2. Quick promotions.

10. Opportunities fcy personal growth cad develogment is =y job.

11, A sense of worthwhile aicoeplismment in =y work.




SECTION SEVEN

People differ in the kinds of jobs they would most like to hold. The questions

in this section give you a chance to say just what it i1s about & job that is
wost important to you.

For each guestion, two differenc kinds of
{obs are briefly described. You are to
indicate which of the jobs you personally

would prefer--if you had to make a cholce
btetween thew.

Ir answering each question, assume that everything else about the jobs is
the same. Pay attention only to the characteriatics actually listed.

Two exanples arve given below.

JOB A - ' : J0B B
4 job requiring work A job requiring work
with mechanical equipment . vith other people most
moat of the day of the day
X =2 ~--—@ 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

If you like working with people and working
vith equipment equally well, you would circie
the nurber 3, as has been done in the example.

% * * ®

Here is another exawple. This one gsks for a hardexr choice--between two
jobs which both have some undesirable features.

JOB A , JOB B
A job requiring you to : A job locsted 200 miles
expose yourself to con- from your home and family.
siderable physical danger.
1 {E} 3 4 3
Strongly Slightly Neutrsgl Slightly Strongly
Prefer A pPrefer A Prefer B Prefer B

If you woktld slightly prefer zlisking physical
danger to working far from your home, you would
circle number 2, as has been done in the example.

Please ask for asgistance if you do not uaderstand exactly how to do these

Juestions.

FS e AR
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JOB A

1. A job vhere the pay is
very good.

YA

JOB B

A jobswhere thererlsr.
considerable oppaptunity
to be creetive "and

iy

PSR

O A OS  ARUAR

innovative.
1 2 3 -4 5
Strongly Slightly Ne stral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
2. A job where you are often A job with many pleasant
required to wske impor- people to work with.
tant decisions. '
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
i)b in which greater A job in which greater
responsibility is respongibility is given
given to those who do to loyal employees who
the best work. have the most seniority.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral - Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
4., A job in an organization A 3ob in which you are
which ie in financial trouble-- not allowed to have any
and might have to close down say whatever in how your
within the year. work is schedu.ed, or in
the procedures to be used
in carrying it out.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Frefer B Prefer B
5. A very routine job. A job where your co-
wvorkers are unot very
friendly.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
6. A job with a supervisor who is A job which prevents you
often very critical of you and from using a number of
your work in front of other skills that you worked
people. hard to develop.
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prearcs B Prefer B

i et i D R MR B R
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JOB A

7. A job with a super-
visor who respects wou
and treats you fairly.

o3«

JOB B

A job which provides
constant opportunities
for you to learn new
and interesting things.

1 -2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

&§. A job where there is a
real chance you could be

A job with very little
chance to do challenging

laid off. work,
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
9. A job in which there is a A job which provides
resl chauce for you to develop lots of vacation time
new skills and advance in the and an excellent fringe
organization. benefit package.
1 2 : 3 4 5
Strongly Stightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
10. A job with little freedom A job where the working
and independspce to do conditicns are poor.
your work in the way you
think best.
i 2 3 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
11. A job with very A job which allows you
satisfying team-work. to use your skills and
abilities to the fullest
extent.
1 2 3 -4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
12. A job which oflers A job which requires you
little or mo chailenge. to be completely isclated
) from co~workers.
R CL 2 3 4 5
© Strorgly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
frefec A Praefer A Prefer B Prefer B
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SECTION EIGHT

Biagraphical Tackgrouvd

1. Sex: Male Female

2. Age (check one}:

under 20 40-49
20-29 50-59
30-39 60 or over

3. Education {check one):

____Grade School

___ Some High School /
___High School Degree

____Some Business College or Technical School Experience

____Some College Experience (other than business or technical school)

. Business College or Technical School Degree

__ _College Degree

___ Some graduate Work

Master's or higher degree

4, What is your brief job title?
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Reproduced from
best available copy.

APPEIDIX B

SCORING KEY FOR THF. JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY
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SCORING KEY FOR THE JOB DIAGMNOSTIC SURVEY

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) measures several characteristics of
jobs, the reactions of the respondents to their jobs, and the growth need
strength of the respondents. FRach variable measured by the JDS is listed
below, along with (a) a ome or two sentence description of the variable, and

(b) a list of the questionnaire items which are averaged to yield a summary
score for the variable.

The JDS is based on a questionnaire originally compiled by Hackman &
Lawler (Employee Reactions to Job Characteristics, Journal of Applied
Psychology Momograph, 1971, 55(3), 259-286)., A complete description of the
JDS is provided by Hackman & Oldham (The Job Diagnostic Survey: An Instru-
ment for Diagnosing the Motivational Potential of Jobs, Technical Report
No. 4, Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974). The
theory on which the JDS is based is degcribed by Hackman & Oldham (Motiva-
tion Through the Design of Work: Test of a Thecry, Technical Report No. 6,
Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974).

For further information about the instrument and its uses, contact:

Prof. J. Richard Hackman or Prof. Greg R. Oldham

56 Hillhouse Avenue Department of Business Administration
Yale University University of Illinois
Vew Haven, Ct. 06520 Urbana, I11l. 61801

* * ®

I. JOB DIMENSIONS: Objective characteristics of the job itself.

A. Skill Variety; The degree to which & job requires a variety of differ-
ent activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number
of different skills and talents of the employee.

Average the following items:

Section One {#4
Section Two #1

#5 (reversed scoring--i.e., subtract the number
entered by the respondent from 8)

B. Task Identity: The degree to which the job requires the compieticn
of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work--i.e., deing a job from
beginning to end with a visible outcone.

Average the following items:

Section One #3
Section Two {11
#3 (reversed scoring)
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C. Task Significance: The degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the immediate organ-
ization or in the external environment.

Average the following items:

Section One: #5
Section Two: #8
#14 (reversed scoring)

D. Autonomy: The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling his work and in
determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

Average the following items:

Section One: #2
Section Two: {13
#9 (reversed scoring)

E. Feedback from the Job Itself: The degree to which carrying out the
work activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance.

Average the following items:

Section One: #7
Section Two: #4
#12 (raversed scoring)

F. Feedback from Agents: The degree to which the employee receives
information about his or her performance effectiveness from supervisors or
from co-workers. (This construct is not a job characteristic per se, and
is included only ta provide information supplementary to construct (E)
above.)

Average the following items*

Section One: #6
Section Two: #10
#7 (reversed scoring)

G. Dealins with Others: The degreaz to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people {whether other organization
uembers or organizational "clients").

Average the following items:

Section One: #1
Section Two: 2
#6 (reversed scoring)

L A R SN AN LN i e s et B e AR S D TS et S B A g 4
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1I. EXPERIENCED PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES: The psychological impact of the job
on the employees. These three psychological states are viewed as mediating
between objective job characteristics (listed above) and the affective
(e.g., satisfaction, motivation) and behavioral (e.g., performance quality,
absenteeism) responges of employees to their work. Each of the three con-
structs are measured both directly (Section Three) and indirectly, via
projective-type items (Section Five).

A. Experienced Mesuingfulness of the flork: The degree to which the
emp’ yyee experiences his or her job as one which is generally iningful,
valuable, and worthwhile.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #7

#4 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: #6

#3 (reversed scoring)

3. Experienced Responsibility for the Work: The degree to which the
employee feela accountable and reaponsible for the resuits of the work he
ot ghe does.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #8, #12, #15
#1 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: #4, &7

C. Knowledpe of Results: The degree to which the employee knows and
understands, on a continuous basis, how effectively he or she is performing
kis job.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #5

#11 {reversed scoring)
Section Five: 5

#10 (reversed scoring)

IIX. AFFECTIVE RESPONSES TO THE JOB: The private, affective reactioms or
feelings an employee gets from working on his job. The firet two comstructs
(general satisfaction and internal work wotivation) are weasured both
directly (Section Three) and indirectly (Section Five).

A. General Satisfaction: An overall measure of the degree to which the
employee is satisfied and happy in his or her work. (This measure has been
shotm to predict both turnover and absenteeism--i,e., the lower the satis-
faction, the more the turnover and absenteeism).

Average the following items:

Section Three: #3, #13

#9 (reversed scoring)
Section Pive: #2

#8 (reversed acoring)
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B. Internal Work Motivation: The degree to which the employee 18 self-
motivated to perform effectively on the job. This measure previously has
been shown to relate directly to the quality of the employee's work.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #2, #6, #10
#14 {reverse scoring)
Section Five: {1, #9

C. Specific Satisfactions: These short scales tap several specific
aspects of the employee's job satisfaction. They all rzlate positively to
the general satisfaction measure (Construct A above), but the specifie
satisfaction with “growth" (Scale 5, below) relates most strongly to the
characteristics of jobs themselves.

Cl. "Pay" satisfaction. Average items #2 and #9 of Section Four.

C2. "“Security" satisfaction. Average items #1 and #11 of Section
Four.

C3. "social" sarisfaction. Average items #4, #7, and #12 of Section
Four.

C4. "Supervisory" satisfaction. Average items #5, #8, and {14 of
Section Four.

C5. "Growth" satisfaction. Average items #3, #6, #1C, and #13 of
Section Four.

IV. INDIVIDUAL GROWTH NEFD STRENGTH: These scales tap an individual differ-
ence among employees--namely, the degree to which each employee has a
strong vs. weak desire to obtain "growth" satisfactioas from his or her
work. Individuals high on this measure have been shown to tespond posi-
tively (i.e., with high satisfaction and internal work motivation) to
complex, challenging, and “enriched" jobs; individuals lew on this measure
tend not to find such jobs satisfying or wotivatiag. The guestionnaire
ylelds two separate measures of grouth need stremgth, one frou Section Six
and one from Section Seven.

"lould Like'" Format (Section Six)
Averape the six items from Section Six listed below. Before
averaping, subtract 3 from each item score: this will result in &
summary scale ranging from one to seven. The items are:
§2, 43, #6, 68, #10, 011

"Job Choice" Format (Section Seven)

Each {ter in Section Seven yields a number from 1-5 (i.e., "Stromgly
prefer A" is scored 1' "Neutral® iec scored 3: and 'Stromgly prefex
B" is scored 5. Compute the need strength mecasure by averaging the
tvelve items as follows:

#1, #5, €7, 010, 011, #12 (direct scoring)

#2, #3, 04, #6, #8, #9 (reversed scoring)
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g. MOTIVATING POTENTIAL SCORE: A score reflecting the potential of & jodb
or

eliciting positive internal work motivation on the part of employees
t(,especially those with high desire for growth need satisfactions) is given
elow,

Motivating - - -

. skill Task Task Feedback

Potential - + . X ' Autononm X

Score (MPS) EVariwe‘t_y_ o _I(_i_e‘n_t:;‘.*t‘y. ] MSigniticanceI ' y { from the
i 3

l Job

a
t
4!

|
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Reproduced from
best available copy.

APPENDIX C

SHORT FORM{ OF THE JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY
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JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY:

SHORT FORM

This questionnaire was developed as part of a Yale
University study of jobs and how people react to them,
The questionnaire helps fto determine how jobs cam be
better designed, by obtaining information about how
people react to different kinds of jobhsa.

On the following pages you will find seversl different kinds of questions
sbout your job. Specific iratructions are given at the start of each
section. Please read then carefully. It should take no =zore than 10
minutes to complete the entive questionmalve. Please move through it
quickly.

The questions are desiynad to obtain your perceptions
of your job aad your reactioms to it.

There are no “etrick" questions, Your individual ausvers will be kspt
compietsly confidential. Plesse argwer each 'iten ss honestly acd frankly
as possible. .

Thank you for your cooperation.

—

For move information sbout this questiocunaire and its use, plasse contagh:

Pref. J. Richard Hacksan CR Prof., Greg K. Oldhax
Department ¢f Adnintstrative Sciemces Bepartment of Business Adminiciratioa
¥sle Univevsity University ef lllineie

New daven, Connecticul 08526 Urbarne, Ilifsois #1801
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This part of the questionnsirve asks you to
describe your job, as objectively as you can.

or dislike your joh. Questiens ahout thet will come later.

Please do ugt use this pa:tfaﬁfthe questionnaire te show how nuch you like

make your descriptions ss accurate and as objective ag you possitly cum.

Iascend, try %0

" A saciple question ia given below,

A, To what extent éoes ycur Job require you
equipmant? ,

1 -3 3
e e B 3 by

WM

vo work with mechanizal

?

)
Very little; the Kcderately NS
job requires almost
no contagt with
nechanical equip-
meat 9f any kind,

You are %o gixx cle the number which i{s the mpst sccurste

£f, for exasple, yous
with sechenical equipment

but also reguir

a geod deal of

tone,

P lessge agy !

c&ea. turn &ks psge a

né

Very cuch; the job
requires 2imost
coastant work vith
nechgnical equipment.

degeription of wour iob.

Joh reguires you to werk

the tigg--
¢§ soca paperverk--you smight olzele
the uumber six, 48 wvas done in the exasple sbove.

“!’a

b&gm.
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s 1. To what extent does your job require you to work clogely with other penple
8 (either “'cifents,” or people in related jubs in your own orgasizationj?

- 1o 2 3 A 5 6- 7 |
Very little: deal~ Moderately; ' Very such; deule
ing with other gone dealing ing with othae
people iz not at with others is : yeople is an
ail pecesgsary iun RACEBAREY . ahsolugely
dsing the Job. esganeial and

crucisl part of
dofng the job.

2. How much automomy is there ia your job? That is, to vhat evtent does your
job p&rm.c you to aec1de an_your own how to o sbeut doing the anrk?

R T S -3 N -5 ST N 7
Very littie; the Modetsta autonowmy; Very tuch; the
Job givez me almest mgdy thipgs sre i job gives ma
uo personal “say’ . standardized and - almost complots
about how and when ~not undar my contyol, ' responsibility
the work is doma. . : but I can maks sowe for deciding how
: - declsionyg about the asd when ths work
work. : ' is done.

3. To what axtent does your job fnvelwe doing a “whele' and i&ﬂﬁti’isﬁ«e pista
of =ork?  Thar is, is the job s'cemplwﬁe‘pfaas af savh that has oo obvigus
begiuning el spd?  Or is it only a wmall psrt of The overal il oiecce of
work, whick (¢ finished by other poople or by guxsmr*ia aacnines”

B e e e B 5 & - 7

e sjob in only & ¥y job is 3 R ¥y job lnvolves

tiny part of ths sonderste eized - doing the whola

overzll piace of “olwmk” ef ths plece of wovk,

wark; the fesslts of ovarali plece of from star¥ to

By 5sA$vi, des eanmod work; sy oW finysh. the

be seen i the fipal ceatyrikutioa can be resultes of ay

product oy sayvice. seen ia the final sceivities asw
GUtTOme. enelly seen in

the finsl produst
of service.

&, How wech wariety fs theve fn veur job? That is, B0 what extest Joes the
tob raguire yeu to do tany diffar nt &aings at work, usiag @ saviety of
wyr sieils st Valants?

1-*-v*—w-2ﬂ~*~-~«-«a}*a~»~~~~~«&*~««-*~—w5w-*—- S et
Vory letilier ¥ Haderat: Vary s ﬂh; tha
Sob veguives 5e o eRY oLy b *@‘ulmes e
do the ssme reuiing Lo do wWARF
. : things aveyr sud Sifferant things,
R v over sgalw. asing & nusber

a¥f sdifferent
3%f3ls end
talents.
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3. In general, how significant or important is youe lob!?

of other people?
1 2

A

65<

That is, are the
results of your work iikely to significantly affsct the lives or well-being

7

Not vary significant;
the cutcomes of my work
are not likely to have
important effects on
gther people,

6. To what extent do manggers or
doing on your Job?

1 .

(¥}

Moderately
gignificent.

[+

Highly signifs
{cant; the
outcomes of my
work can affect
other people i
very lmpportant
ways.

co~workers let you kuow how well you sre

V]

7

Very little; pcople
almost never let me
kaow how well T aw
doing. '

A 3——.
Mnderately;
sorpetines people

may give me “feed-
back:" other times

they may not.

Very muchs
Banagers of co-
vorkers provide .
me with almost
conatant "Ised-
back™ about how
well I ax deing.

7. To what extent does doing the job itself provide you wiih information about
your work performence? That is, dpes the actual work itself provide clues
about how well you are doing--sside from any "“feedback" co-workers o7

supervisors may provide?

|4

1 2
Very little; the
Jjob itgelf is set
up so I could work
forever without
finding out how
well I am doing.

4 5
Moderately; some-
tines doing the
job provides
feadback™ to me;
somatimes it does
uot.

o

7

Very much; the
job 18 get up so
that I get almost
constant “fead-
back' as I work
about how well I
an doing.
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SECTION TWO

Listed below are a number of ztatements which could be used to describe a job.

Yo are to indicate whether each statement 18 an
accurate or aa inaccyrate description of your job.

Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in deciding
how accurately each statement describes your job-~regardless of
whether yeu like or dislika your job.

Write o number in the blank beside each statement, based or the following scale:

How accurate is the statement in describing your job?

1l 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very. Mostly Siightly Uncertain Slightly Dlostly VYery
Insccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate  Accurate

i. The Jub requireg me to use a sumber of complex or high-level skills.
2. The job requirss a lot of cooperative work with other people.

3. The job is arrauged so that I do not have the chance to de an entire piece
of work from beginning to end.

4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me to
figure out how well I am doing.

3. The job 1s quite simple and repetitive.

6. The jaB can be dene adequately by a person working alone--without talking
or checking with other people.

7. The supervisors and co-workevs on this job almost never give me any "feedback"
zbout how well I am doing 4n my work.

8. This job 1s one where a lot of other people can be affected Ly how well the
work gets done.

. The job denies me any chance to ﬁse my personal initiative or judgment in
carrying out the work.

10. Supervisors often let we know how well they think I am performing the job.
11. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin.

12, The job itsclf provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing
Wellc

13. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in
how I do the work,

14, The job ilself is not very significant or Important in the broader scheme
of things.

S A A A A 2
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SECTION THREE

Now please indicate how you personally feel about your job.

Each of the stateraznts below is something that a person might say about
kis or her job. You are to indicate your own, personal feelings about your
job by wmarking how much you agree with each of the statements.

Write a number in the blank for each statement, based on this scale:

How much do you agree with the statement?

1 2 3 & 5 6 7
Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agreé Agree Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly Strongly

1. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well,

2. Generally spesking, I am very satisfied with this job.

3, T feel a great semnse of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.
e ¥ frequently think of quitting this job.

5. I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performad poorly on
this job.

6. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

_7. My own feelings gencrally are not affected much one way or the other by
how well I do on this job.
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SECTION FOUR

Now please indicate how satisfied you axe with each aspect of your job listed
below. Once again, write the appropriate number in the blank beside each
statement.

How satisfied are you with this agpect of your job?

1 2 3 4 3 6 7
Extremely Digsatisfied Slightly Neutral Slightly Satisfied Extremely
Ysgsatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

1. The amount of job security I have.

2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits 1 receive.

3. The amount of personal growth and development I get iz doing my job.
4. The people I talk to and work with on my iob.

3. The degree of respéct and fair treatment I receive from my boss._

6. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job.

7. The chance to get to know other people while on the lob.

8. The amount of support and guidance I receive from my supervisor.

9, The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this organization
10. The smount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job.
11, How secure things look for me in the future in this organization.

12. The chance to help other people while at work.

13, The amount of challenge in my job.

14. The overall quality of the supervision I receive in my work.,

3 b B (R TR VAR b 2 e Z‘ih‘i’iﬁ&{ V“\":“‘}‘W“"ﬂt’! A R R I D
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SECTION FIVE

i : Listed ralow are & number of characteristice whichk could be present on any
{ job. People differ about how much they would like to have each one present
! in their own joks. We are interested in learning how much you personally
would like to have each one preseat in your job.

é Using the scale balow, please indicate the degree to which you would like
: : to have each characteristic present in your job.

NOTE: The numbers on this scale ave different from those used in pzevicus

scales. '
& 5 & 7 8 ] 10
Would 1ike Would like Would like
having this only having this having this
s moderate amouct very much ‘ sxtremely wich

(ox less)

1. High respect and fair trestment from my supervisor.

i a—

2, Stimulating snd challenging work.

——

——

3. Chances to exercise indapendent thpéght and action in my job.
4, Great job security. '

3. .Very friendly co-workers.
6. Opportunities to learn new things from my work.

7. High salary znd good fringe bensfits.

8. Opportunitiers to be creative and imaginative in my work.
9. Quick promaﬁiona.

10, Opportunitiee for personal growth and development im my job.

11. A gense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work.
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APPENDIX D

SCORING KEY FOR THE SHORT FORM OF THE JDS




1<

! May, 1974
SCORING KEY FOR THE SHORT FORM OF THE JOB DIAGNGSTIC SURVEY

The Short Form of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) measures several
characteristics of jobs, the reactions of the respondents to their jobs,
and the growth need strength of the respondents. Some of the scales
tapped by the JDS are not included in the Short Form; others are measurad
with fewer items. The scales measuring the objective job dimensions are,
however, identical with those in the JDS.

Each variable measured by the JDS Short Form is listed below, along
with (a) a one or two sentence description of the variable, and (b) a 1list
of the questionnaire items which are averaged to yield a summary score
for the variable,

For further information about the instrument and its uses, contact:

Prof. J. Richard Hackman or Prof. Greg R. Oldham

56 Hillhouse Avenue Department of Business Administration
Yale University University of Illinois
New Haven, Ct. 06520 Urbana, I11. 61801

* * *

1. JOB DIMENSIONS: Objective characteristics of the job itself.

A. Skill Variety: The degree to which a job requires a variety of diff-
erent activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a
number of different skills and talents of the empioyee.

Average the following items:

Section One #4
Section Two {1
#5 (reversed scoring--i.e., subtract the number
entered by the respondent from 8)

B. Task Identity: The degree to which the job requires the completion
of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job from be-
ginning to end with a visible outcome.

Average the following items:

Section One {3
Section Two {11
#3 (reversed scoring)

C. Task Significance: The degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the immediate
organization or in the external eanvironment.

Average the following items:

Section Onec #5
Section Two #8
#14 (reversed scoring)
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\ D. Autonomy: The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
< independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling his work and
in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

Average the following items:

Section One {2
Section Two #13
#9 (reversed scoring)

E. Feedback from the Job Itself: The degree to which carrying out the
work activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance.

Average the following items:

Section One 7
Section Two {4
#12 (reversed scoring)

F. Feedback from Agents: The degree to which the employee receives
information about his or her performance effectiveness from supervisors
or from co~workers. (This construct is not a job characteristic per se,
and is included only to provide information supplementqary to construct
(E) above.)

Average the following items:

Section One #6
Section Two {10
#1 (reversed scoring)

G. Dealing with Others: The degree to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people (whether other organization
moambers or organizational “clients").

Average the following items:

Section One {1
Section Two #2
#6 (reversed scoring)

1I. AFFECTIVE RESPONSES TO THE JOB: The priviate, affective reactions or
feelings an employee gets from working on his job.

A. General Satisfaction: An overall measure of the degree to which the
employee is satisfied and happy in his or her work.

Average the following items from Section Three: #2
#6
#4 (reversed scoering)
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B. Internal Work Motivation: The degree to which the employee is self-
motivated to perform effectively on the job.

Average the following items from Section Three: #1
#3
i#5
#7 (reversed scoring)

C. Specific Satisfactions: These short scales tap several specific
aspects of the employee's job satisfaction.

Cl. "Pay" satisfaction. Average items #2 and #9 of Secticn Four.

C2. "Security" satisfaction. Average items #1 and #11 of Section
Four.

C3. "Social™ satisfaction. Average items #4, #7, and #12 of Section
Four.

C4. "Supervisory" satisfaction. Average items #5, #8, and #14 of
Section Four.

C5. "Growth" satisfaction. Average items #3, #6, #10, and #13 of
Section Four.

IIY. INDIVIDUAL GROUTH NEED STRENGTH: This scale taps the degree to which
an employee has strong vs. weak desire to obtain "growth'" satisfactions
from his or her work.

Average the six items from Sectiong-:ﬁ‘ivaglisted below. Before
averaging, subtract 3 from each item score: this will result

in a summary scale ranging from one to seven. The items are:
#2, #3, #6, #8, #1C, #11

IV. MOTIVATING POTENTIAL SCORE: A score reflecting the potential of a j-°
for eliciting positive internal work motivation on the part of employee
(especially those wita high desire for growth need satisfaction) 1is giv.
below,

- -
— d

o T e
Motivating Potentiala} Skill | Taek Tauk ;X utonom zggjgbggg
Score (MPS) Variety Identity Significance ﬁ' ¥ Job
" 3 - Jon

-

B N
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APPENDIX E

THE JOB RATING FORM

Note: The Jobtr Rating Form is scored identically with
Sections One and Two of the JDS and the JDS Short Form.
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JOB DILGNOSTIC SURVEY

JOB RATING FORM

——

This questionnaire was developed as part of a Yale University study of
Jobs and how people react tc them. The questionnaire helps to determine

how jobs can be better designed, by obtaining information about how people
react to different kinds of jobs.

You are asked to rate the characteristics of the following
job:

Please keep in mind that the questions refer to the job listed above, aund
not to your own job.

On the following pages, you will find several
different kinds of questions about the job
listed above. Specif{. instructions are givem

at the start of each section. Please read

them carefully. It should take you no more than
10 minutes to complete the entire questionnaire.
Please move through it quickly.

-———

For sore infommaiion aboui this questionnaire and 1lts uv.ce, please contact:
q s P

Prefessor J. Richard Nackeman QR
Department of Administrative Sciences
Yale Untversity

Prafegsor Crep Nldham
Departeent of Rusiness Administration

University of Illituneis
Yew Haven, Ct. 06520 Urbava, 111, 61801

——nan B s
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This part of the questionnaire asks you to deseribe
the job listed on the front page as objectively aa you

can, Try to make your descriptions as accurate and as
objective as you poaaibly can.

|

A sample question ls given below.

A. To what extent does the Job require a person to work with mechanlcal

equipment?

1 2—-~ -~-3 -— 4—-—~ 5 ~<E;-) -—=7
Very little; Moderately _/ Very much
the job the job
requires almost requires
no contact with almost con-
mechanical equip-~ stant work
‘ment of any kind. with mechan

cal equipm:

You are to circle the number which is the most sccurate descripiica of
the job listed on =he frout page.

If, for example, the job vequires a person to work with
we 2nical equipment a good deal of the tize—-but also
requires some papervwork--vou wmight eircle the numbexr
gix, as vas done lo the eaxaaple above.
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1. To what extent does the job require a person tc work closely with other

. people (eitber “clienmt," or people in related jobs in the organization)?
leome 2 3 & 3 & ?
Very little; Moderately; Very much; deal-

dealing with
other people is
not at all
neceasary in
agolng the job,

2. How much gutunomy is there in che jnb?

some desling
with others is
nacassary.

ing with other
people is an
agbsolutely essential
and crucial part

of doiag the job.

That is, to what exteut doaes the job

permit a persor to decide onm his or her own how to go about doing the wvork?

) R e Y SR 3 ol mm -~=5 66— 7

Very little; the Moderate Very much; the
job gives a person autonomy: zany job gives the person
almost no personal thinges aze stan~ sglmost complete
"sgy" about how dardi.ed and not responsibility for
and wien the work under the contrel deciding how and
is dona. of the person, but when the work is

he or she can make dona,

sone devisjona about

the work.

3. To vhat extent ‘oes the job involve woing a "whole and tdeatifisble piece of
work? That 5. is the job a complete piece of work that has an obvious
beg{nninb and oad? Or ig Lt ouly & small part of the overall plece of work,
which is finished by other people or by automatic machives?
 [OUNRUUNVSRPH, NUPRIVIIUUPY, TR SIS, ey -3

The job is conly s Toe job iz a The joh involves
tiny part of the madavate-slzad doing the vhole
oversll piece at “churk” of the piece of wvork, from
vork; the reaulta overall plece of giari te finfsh: the
of the person’s werz: ths person’s rasults of the pevser
activities cannol aum AV%,ravtcﬁwn can activitiey are gasile
he ween $n the he g=an in the fisasl seen in the fiaxl

finsk predyct or gutcane. preduct or serviie,
service.
§. How smuch varieis iz ther £ whp? extent dees lhe
lab requlre a srrsin 28 at wovrk, uwsing 3 varfety of
his or ner skilis and

fom

————g =~

- — o

very little- ¥agerile Very much; the job

job regulires the variely raguives the personm
porson to dg the gone to do many diff{arent
reutine things ovax thiags, using 2 mumds
and gver apain. of different skills

A0 ta.entE.
Lo : Sy SRR s kit
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5. In general, how significant or important is the job? That is, ave the results

of the person's work likely to signiffcantly affect the lives or well-belng of
other people?

1. 2 3 4 5 o~ 7
Not at all significant; Maderately Highly significant;
the outcores of the significant. the ocutcomes of the
work are not likely to work can affecct
affect anyone in any other people in
Iinmportant way. . vary important ways.

6. To what extent do manapers or co-workers let tha person know how well he or she
is5 doing on the job?

1 - 2
Very lietle: people
aimost never let the
persen know how well
he or she is doing.

v

G 7
Very much; managers
or co-workers providi
the person with
almost constant
Hfeedhack’ about how
well he or she is
doing.

3~ Qo
Moderately;
somel imes poople
may gfive the per-~
son "feedhack”:
ather timegs they
nay not.

eif provide the parsen with inforaation
about his or her work periprmance’ That {s, does the gctusl work itself
provide clues zbeut how well the person is deing--sside froa sny ~ feedbaek”
co-workers oy supervizors may provide?

o

. B
VNG, SN, TSI SO ~5 - ———]

o

Very lictle; the
job itself is sst
vp 80 2 persen ¢

-

*
h¥asd .‘.C!

work forever without
£inding ocut how well
e or she is <oing.

Moderately,
sopatimes col
the fob provide
“feadback” to the
person; somellces

1 Jzes mob.

B i A T

R,

Very =uch; the ted
is st up so that a
person gebs aimost

k.
33
il
Eir)
3
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SECTION TH : MG
Listed below are & number ¢f stactements which could be used to describe a job.

You are to indizate whether each statement 18 an
accurate or an inaccurate description of the job
listed on the front pate.

Once again, please try to be as objective as you can .. deciding
how accurately each statement descrites t the job——regardless of your
own frelings about that job.

Write a number in the blank beside each statemen:, based on the following

scale:
Hlow accurate 1is the statement in describing the job listed on
the front page?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightly Mostly Very
Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate  Accurate Accurate

1. The job requires a person to use a number of compléx or gsophisticated skills.

<

2. The ilob requires a * & of cooperatiive work with othexr people.

3. The fob {s arranged so that a person does pot have the chance to do an entire
piece of werk from beginning to exr.

4, Just doing the work required by the job ,rovides mery chances for a psrson to
figure out how well he or she is dcing.

5. The job is quite simple and repetitive. :

6. The job can be done adequately by s peison working aloneﬂ-without talking or
checking with other people.

7. The supervisors snd co-workers on this job almost never give a person amny
"feedback" abeout how well he or she is doing the work.

8. This job 1is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the
work gets done.

9, The job denies a person an_ chance to use uls or her pers - nal initistive or
digcretion in carrying out the work.

_10. Supervisors often let the person kaow how well they think he or she is
performing the job.

11. The job providec a perssn with the chance to finish completely any work he or
she starts,

12, Tre job itself provides very few clues about whether or not the persan is
frforming well,

13. The YoL gives a person considerable 0pportunity for independence aud
frecdom in hov he or she does the work.

14, The Job itzelf s not very significant or important in the broader schene
of things
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SECTION THREE

General Information

1. What is your name?

2. VWhat 3s your own job title?

3. What 1s your age? (Check onc)

under 20 4Q - 49
20 - 29 50 - 59
30 - 39 ‘ 60 or Jver

4. How long have you been in your present position? (Check one)
0~-1/2yr. __3-5yrs.

-2 yrs. 10 or more yrs.

SECTION FOUR

In the space below (or on the back of the page), please write down any
additional information about the job you supexrvise which you feel might be
helpful to us In understanding that job. Thank you for your cooperation,
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APPENDIX F

MFAY, JDS SCORES FOR A SAMPLE FROM PUBLIC ORGAHIZATIONS

81




8c~

Vanliaanen & Katz (1974) administered sections of the JDS to a large
sample of public employees, aud mean scores for the JDS scales they used
are shown in Table F-1.

The sample included four governmental organizations (two cities, ome
county, and one state). Within each governmental entity, a stratirfied
random sample of public employees was determined. Of the total sample of
3500 employees, 88 percent participated. The stratification was based on
eight Fqual Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) job categories:

1. Administrators: Occupations in which employees set broad policies and
exercise or direct overall responsibility for execution of these policies.
Includes: department heads, bureau chiefs, division chiefs, directors,
wardens, inspectors, superintendents, police and fire chiefs, unit super-
visors, and Lindred worlkers.

2. Professionals: Occupations which require specialized and theoretical
knowledge usually acquired through college training or through work exper-
ience. Includes: doctors, psychologists, registered nurses, personnel and
labor relations workers, lawyvers, system analysts, accountants, engineers,
teachers, employment and vocational rehabilitation counselors, and kindred
workers.

3. Technicians: Occupations which require a combination of basic scien-
tific or technical knowledce and manual skill which can be obtained
through speclalized post-secondayvy school education or through equivalent
on-the~job training. Includes: computer prugrammers and operators,
draftsmen, surveyors, photographers, radio operators, assessors, techni-
cians, practical nurses, and kindred workers.

4, Protective Service: Occupations in which workers are entrusted with
public safety, security, aund protection from destructive forces. Includes:
police officers, fire figuters, guards, bailiffs, detectives, marshals,

and kindred workers.

5. Paraprofessionals: Occupations in which workers perform some of the
duties of a professional or technician in a supportive role - usually
requiring less formal training. Includes: library assistants, research
assistants, medical aides, child support workers, welfare service aldes,
police auxiliary, and kindred workers.

6. Office and Clerical: Occupationé in which workers are responsible for
communications, recording and retrieval of information, and other paper
work required in an office. Includes: bookkeepers, messengers, stenog-
raphers, clerks, transcribers, ofiice machine operators, licenge disg-
tributors, and kindred workers.

7. Skilled Craft: Occupatior ; in which workers perform jobs which require
special manual skill and a knowledse of the processes involved in the

work ~ acquired throuch on-the-job training and experience or through
apprenticeship or other formal training programs. Tncludes: mechanics,
repairmen, eleccriclans, carpentera, heavy equipment operaters, skilied
machinists, typesetters, and kindred workers.
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8. Service and Maintenance: Occupations in which workers perform duties
which result in or contribute tc the comfort, convenience, hyglene, or
safety of the general public or which contribute to the upkeep and care of
buildings, facilities, or grounds of public property. Includes: chauffeurs,
truck an’ bus drivers, refuse collectors, custodial personnel, gardeners,
groundkeepers, construction workers, garage laborers, laundry and dry
cleaning operatives, and kindred workers.
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